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In school systems around the world, countless reform strategies have focused on
school and teacher accountability—the process of evaluating schools’ performance on
the basis of student measures. Policy and education research has been dominated by
debates on its effectiveness, where advocates highlight the positive effects on achievement while critics emphasize the negative consequences on pressure, morale, and autonomy. Yet the question is not so much whether to have accountability, but what form it
should take. To answer this, sociologists contribute through their study of accountability’s organizational and ecological dynamics—key facets that are sidelined when
researchers only focus on quantitative program evaluation. An organizational perspective
highlights the meaning-making school actors and the general public have of the policy,
viewing it through technical-rationalist and institutional-performative lenses. An ecological perspective highlights how the form of accountability is a negotiated outcome of larger macrosocial forces, and how accountability is itself contributive to larger social
changes. This review suggests a broader conceptualization of accountability regimes,
and the unique contribution of critical, organizational, and sociological perspectives to
the study of public policies.

Accountability has become a key concept for modern public governance
and a common strategy for ensuring efﬁciency and instituting improvements in
public agencies (Bovens, Goodin, and Schillemans 2014). In education,
accountability often happens in the form of evaluating school and teacher performance through measures of student performance, with associated incentives,
sanctions, and supports for meeting or failing to meet certain standards (Figlio
and Loeb 2011; Ingersoll and Collins 2017). In the United States, federal
accountability policies have shifted from punitive practices penalizing schools
for not showing improvement to ones with less emphasis on test results and
more supports for teachers (Dennis 2017). Some countries such as the United
Kingdom and Chile have similar performance-based accountability systems
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with material consequences (Munoz-Chereau, Gonzalez, and Meyers 2020),
while other countries such as Colombia, Norway, and Denmark have soft
accountability regimes that publicly post school results but do not tie direct
incentives or sanctions (Diaz Rios 2020; Verger, Fontdevila, and Parcerisa
2019). While the practice of school accountability has been scaled up and
down across the years and has taken different forms across contexts, these only
emphasize its being a persistent, consequential, and dynamic transnational
agenda (Holloway, Sørensen, and Verger 2017; Kim and Yun 2019). In this
essay, “school accountability” is focused on both school and teacher accountability systems in basic education (i.e., kindergarten to 12th grade).
Studies and reviews on school accountability have been dominated by
economists, policy analysts, education scholars, and critical theorists investigating how accountability practices impact students, teachers, and school processes
(Carnoy and Loeb 2002; Figlio and Loeb 2011; Hamilton, Stecher, and Yuan
2012; Hoffer 2000; Jacob 2005; Lee 2008; Neal 2018; Neal and Schanzenbach
2010). On the one hand, some studies highlight the positive impact on student
achievement based on standardized test scores, given the presence of test-based
accountability systems (Carnoy and Loeb 2002; Dee and Jacob 2011; Figlio
and Loeb 2011). On the other hand, studies also point to the unintended negative effects on teachers cheating (Hibel and Penn 2020; Jacob and Levitt 2003),
focusing instruction on those who are near the proﬁciency standard (Neal and
Schanzenbach 2010), and leaving the profession altogether (Ryan et al. 2017).
But the question is not so much whether to institute accountability practices,
but what form is best suited for what particular context. Here, organizational
and educational sociologists can intervene by studying the grounded and
macrosocial dynamics of school accountability—enlarging our view to more
than just studying program effects. This review attempts to integrate studies of
school accountability, not from the perspective of what its effects are, but from
the perspective of what organizational and ecological drivers are at play.
This sociological account of school accountability has important implications for education researchers studying meaning-making and policy change in
schools, for organizational researchers investigating the interaction of forces
within and beyond the organization, and for policy makers needing clarity with
the objectives and broader consequences of practices instituted. The review
challenges and furthers three assumptions: Although policies are often viewed
through their technical efﬁcacy (Ingersoll and Collins 2017; Lam 2001), this
essay highlights that accountability is understood as having both technical and
performative meanings. Whereas accountability is often understood as a practice mainly affected by decisions within the educational organization (Figlio
and Loeb 2011), this essay highlights that the policy’s form is negotiated and
affected by larger political, economic, technological, and macrosocial dynamics
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beyond the organization. Finally, although stakeholders assume that the institution changes accountability practices (Hopmann 2008; Verger and Fontdevila
2019), such practices also critically inﬂuence larger social changes.
Summarizing studies on school accountability, I explore how organizational and ecological frameworks can provide novel ways of seeing accountability’s changes and inﬂuence within, over, and beyond the school
organization. First, the essay explains the common view of accountability as a
technical strategy that is global in scope, rational in logic, and reactive to measurement and incentive. Second, I complement the discussion of this technical
function with accountability’s sometimes neglected performative function of
addressing institutional pressures. The third section presents how the practice
of school accountability is affected by larger social transformations—inclusive
of political changes, economic structures, technological affordances, social
resistances, and even global pandemics. Finally, the fourth section highlights
how accountability affects not only student performance and organizational processes but also broader issues of social stratiﬁcation and societal discourses on
education, work, and the state.
This essay suggests the key role sociologists play in studying policies:
how people make meaning of them, how these policies are transacted and
negotiated products of macrosocial trends, and how policies affect social
changes beyond those of its intended beneﬁciaries. It is a call to action for sociologists to more actively assert the discipline’s contribution to policy—extending the program-evaluative and experimental perspectives that have widely
dominated the ﬁeld. More generally, it aims to provoke discussions on how
school and public policies must be understood as having multiple functions,
operating over multiple scales, dynamically changing with resistances and
negotiations, and metabolically relating to a wider ecology.
Accountability as Global, Rational, and Reactive
School accountability is just one part of a larger movement of using data
for organizational and instructional improvement—emerging as a key strategy
to better education systems, in both basic and higher education, public and private institutions (Coburn and Turner 2012). Such practices assume that the
inclusion of data into instructional and organizational decisions will necessarily
lead to improvements, in part through the infusion of more information (Goren
2012). In schools, these data practices span different forms of collected data—
standardized, formative, summative assessments; demographic and survey data;
school analytics; student proﬁles—and also different uses for such data—admission decisions; ability grouping; targeted intervention; progress tracking;
dropout prediction; program evaluation; teacher accountability; school accreditation/competition; organizational decision-making or justiﬁcation (Coburn and
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Turner 2011; Penuel and Shepard 2016; Williamson 2017). While data uses
and practices vary among schools and education systems, one cannot deny their
dominance across international and intercultural contexts (Hopmann 2008; Kim
and Yun 2019; Meyer and Baker 1996).
Accountability as a Global Phenomenon
The practice of accountability, however, is not new in education. In different countries, data have often been collected on student performance and tied
to assuring quality in educational practice. Wiliam (2010) traces the history of
using data for accountability in England to 1858 and in the United Sates to
1886, and that these continue in their present form with international comparisons, value-added measures of school and teacher effectiveness, and public
posting of school test results. Haertel and Herman (2005) document different
transformations of evaluations in the United States: from the school test programs of the early 1900s and the Head Start program evaluation in the 1960s
through to the testing requirements of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act and the culmination in the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001. While the
US federal policy on No Child Left Behind (NCLB) has mandated annual testing, reports of schools’ adequate yearly progress, and associated penalties and
incentives (Dee and Jacob 2011), this centralized system has since been scaled
back by providing greater ﬂexibility to states and more emphasis on supports
for pedagogy rather than mere test results (Dennis 2017).
The use of data and the practice of accountability have also been documented in continental Europe and the United Kingdom (Grek, Lawn and Ozga
2013; Munoz-Chereau and Gonzalez 2020; Verger and Curran 2014), Nordic
countries (Møller and Skedsmo 2013; Wallenius, Juvonen and Hansen 2018),
Latin America (Diaz Rios 2020; Parcerisa and Falabella 2017), Asia (Ng 2010;
Rasmussen and Zou 2014), and Africa (Taylor 2009). Although a global phenomenon, school accountability is not singular or static. For example, countries
such as Spain, China, and Chile use test data to evaluate teachers’ performance
or to determine school incentives while other countries such as Colombia and
Denmark use them only for public reporting (Diaz Rios 2020; Rasmussen and
Zou 2014; Verger and Curran 2014; Verger et al. 2019). Countries such as
Japan and Singapore also show that accountability is never ﬁxed, given their
transition from high-stakes standardized forms of accountability to ones emphasizing greater local autonomy (Bjork 2016; Ng 2010).
Accountability and Rationality: A Focus on its Intended Consequences and
Pathways
Often, school accountability is viewed as obvious, rational, and inherent in
the work of education—especially with the need to technically monitor

1475682x, 0, Downloaded from https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/soin.12485 by Cochrane Philippines, Wiley Online Library on [05/12/2022]. See the Terms and Conditions (https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/terms-and-conditions) on Wiley Online Library for rules of use; OA articles are governed by the applicable Creative Commons License

4

5

progress of students and schools. The theory of action behind this policy is that
(a) standards should be externally set, (b) assessments are given to gauge performance on those standards, and (c) incentives and sanctions are used to
induce or motivate improvement (Haertel and Herman 2005; Ingersoll and Collins 2017). In a way, test score data measure the productive capacities of the
school enterprise and show how different actors and processes contribute to the
maximization of the “product” of student learning. Although crude, these have
parallels with scientiﬁc management—emphasizing specialization of tasks, measurement of production, and incentives for performance (Waring 2016).
Often, policy studies assume this theory of action when evaluating
accountability practices’ effects, comparing schools that practiced test-based
accountability to those that did not. In their review of school accountability,
economists Figlio and Loeb (2011) show how quasi-experimental evidence suggest robust improvements in elementary grade math performance but not necessarily in reading, based on the standardized test scores. Medium-run positive
effects of this policy are also documented for math achievement, with students
of accountability-induced primary schools obtaining increased average test
scores even in middle school (Chiang 2009). More importantly, recent studies
suggest long-term impacts of performance-based accountability on students’
attending college, completing a 4-year degree, and having higher earnings
(Deming, Cohodes and Jennings 2016; Lavy 2020). While my purpose is not
to review these effects (see Figlio and Loeb 2011, Lee 2008, and Wiliam
2010 for a more extensive discussion), these different studies suggest the
effectiveness of accountability as a rational inducement to impact students’
performance.
Explanations regarding accountability’s improvements and effects on student achievement are not singular, and can operate through many potential
mechanisms. One pathway is through schools raising their spending on instructional technology, curricular development, and teacher training (Chiang 2009;
Rouse, Hannaway and Goldhaber 2013), an important aspect of “recoupling”
that happens when schools practice rationalized ideals (Diamond 2012; Hallett
2010). Another pathway for the positive effect is in terms of how information
regarding schools’ performance is key to improving them (O’Day 2002). A
third one highlights how centralized accountability systems can open avenues
for multiple stakeholders to augment and support school improvement efforts
(Hooge 2016). A fourth one focuses on its capacity to pressure schools to perform, given potential school closure (Bifulco and Schwegman 2020). Other
pathways, however, suggest that accountability does not simply operate through
rational and technical improvements (Kane and Staiger 2002; Neal 2018; Neal
and Schanzenbach 2010).
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Accountability and Reactivity: A Focus on its Unintended Consequences
While accountability can work according to the theory of action that information and incentives induce instructional improvements, other scholars suggest the “reactivity” of organizations and organizational actors. In a way, the
quantiﬁcation of performance can inﬂuence organizations to react through the
“redistribution of resources, redeﬁnition of work, and proliferation of gaming
strategies” (Espeland and Sauder 2007:3). In terms of accountability, schools
may—in addition to, or as alternative for, improvements—opt to use strategies
that artiﬁcially enhance performance, suggesting that certain accountability
practices can be counter-productive (Figlio and Getzler 2006; Hibel and Penn
2020; Jacob and Levitt 2003). Such strategies include reclassifying low-income
and low-performing students as disabled to make them ineligible to take standardized tests (Figlio and Getzler 2006); focusing attention on students who are
near the proﬁciency cut-off and not necessarily those at the lowest and highest
achievement extremes (Neal and Schanzenbach 2010); and in some cases,
schools and teachers cheating to improve the school’s average test performance
(Hibel and Penn 2020; Jacob and Levitt 2003).
Sociological studies have long documented how purposive goal-oriented
policies and actions may have unanticipated and unintended consequences
(Merton 1936; de Zwart 2015). However, given the rich literature as well on
how people change their behavior based on being evaluated and incentivized
(Espeland and Sauder 2007; Espeland and Stevens 1998; Lamont 2012), such
organizational adaptations should not come as surprise. In a way, the importance ascribed to a quantitative indicator may lead to distortions and perversions of the social process initially intended to be monitored (Amrein and
Berliner 2002; Campbell 1979). Thus, the measure becomes problematic, given
how school staff focus on the quantiﬁcation rather than the process or product
it measures. Moreover, the measure does not necessarily identify how instruction needs to change or improve, and thus, provides little help in determining
how to optimize learning.
More critically, this organizational reactivity to information and incentives
can permeate organizational processes and interactions. Aside from inﬂuencing
achievement and organizational behavior, accountability has been documented
to negatively inﬂuence teacher morale coming from workplace pressures and
constrained professionalism (Erichsen and Reynolds 2020), and also affect
overall school climate (von der Embse et al. 2016). Educational psychological
literature has also suggested how an orientation highlighting performance rather
than mastery can be detrimental to academic motivation and achievement,
thereby eliminating potential gains from accountability practices (Meece,
Anderman, and Anderman 2005; Smeding et al. 2013). The studies suggest that
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the rational logic of this practice may be thwarted by reactivity to incentives,
which is not to say that the principles behind accountability are problematic,
but that implementation is the linchpin.
Accountability, Pressure, and Performativity
Awash in numbers and measurements, individuals may take data for
granted and see practices like school accountability as a natural extension and
routine modus operandi to contemporary life. With the rational assumption that
school organizations have to use data for accountability, improvement and efﬁciency, it is difﬁcult to imagine schools and districts forgoing such data collection. But as in many other organizations, the use of data in education came
about not simply as a function of technical-rational competence but also as a
response to calls for school efﬁciency and legitimacy (Spillane, Parise, and
Sherer 2011). Accountability’s prominence results not only from the internal
logical purposes it fulﬁlls but also from the external veneer of objectivity
attached to its use (Wilson 2011). Thus, schools use accountability for both
intra-organizational efﬁciency and extra-organizational legitimacy—suggesting
that its “meaning” is multiple and its justiﬁcation varied for different people.
While economists, public policy scholars, and education researchers
attempt to explain the rational outcomes and consequences of practices involving data and accountability, most sociologists and critical scholars investigate
the deeper roots and rationales of such practices (Espeland and Sauder 2016).
The institutional perspective suggests that formal structures of organizations
(e.g., accountability) “reﬂect the myths of their institutional environments
instead of the demands of their work activities.” (Meyer and Rowan 1977:341)
It suggests that schools and school systems use accountability not so much to
ensure quality as to provide legitimacy and a level of conﬁdence on the organization. Such a perspective, however, can be outdated as data have been instrumental to educational changes while at the same time offering legitimacy for
the organization (Hallett 2010; Penuel et al. 2017; Raudenbush 2008). Echoing
Colyvas’ (2012) argument, such quantiﬁcation has both technical and performative meanings that contribute to altering organizational processes and providing symbols of rationality.
To further advance this perspective, I suggest the dynamics of pressure and
performativity in furthering the agenda of accountability. First, different levels
of the school organization respond to multiple institutional pressures—national
and international, internal and external, real and imagined. Second, because of
these multiscalar pressures, accountability is performed to legitimize the organizational enterprise at the same time that it provides meaningful rational changes.
Using examples from school accountability practices in the United States, I concretize what institutional pressures and performativity mean.
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Institutional Pressures
While the common rationale for school accountability is to address intraorganizational processes, it is also leveraged to address extra-organizational
pressures. In education, the interaction between schools and the school “community” has expanded to involve organizational communities beyond the
school’s local district: state regulating agencies, teachers unions, professional
schools, and the wider public (Arum 2000). These forces and institutions outside the school organization may challenge the current form and delivery of
education, with schools needing to hold account to these agencies they interact
with or are governed by (Ng 2010; Rowan 2006). School practices may then
be affected by these coercive, mimetic, and normative pressures, particularly
from state regulation and modeling practices of other organizations (DiMaggio
and Powell 1983). Thus, the use of data and the practice of accountability are
not only means for organizational efﬁciency but also ways of attending to these
pressures.
Institutions across different levels and organizational ﬁelds exert pressure,
either directly or indirectly, on schools. Inasmuch as local community leaders
exert pressure to know how schools are performing or succeeding in their goal
of educating students (Arum 2000), national and international education institutions also add to these pressures (Lingard, Martino, and Rezai-Rashti 2013).
Federal policies such as No Child Left Behind (NCLB) and Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) highlight the national concern for improving student outcomes and including data to track and present school progress (Black 2017;
Schanzenbach, Bauer, and Mumford 2016; Schoen and Fusarelli 2008). International tests such as PISA, or Programme for International Student Assessment,
also invoke a sense of crisis and urgency coming from country rankings and a
country’s below average rank (Martens and Niemann 2013). This sense of crisis is not new, however, as different federal reports have long focused on this
sense of crisis in education, with reports such as the Equality of Educational
Opportunity (Coleman 1966) and A Nation At Risk (United States National
Commission on Excellence in Education 1983). It thus seems that education is
perennially lacking and in crisis, which motivates the use of various measures
to account for and improve the school system, particularly public schools. Hinting at the performative aspect of education policy, Mehta (2013:286) argues
that this paradigm that emphasized educational crisis in the United States has
“directed the school reform movement over the last 25 years.”
More than these local, national, and international “publics” that can inﬂuence education, the pressure to perform and use data may also come from other
organizations such as accrediting agencies, business employers, school ranking
institutions, mass media, and policy organizations (Ewell 2011). More
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importantly, practices of other schools and country education systems increase
the pressure for the adoption of testing practices and the use of data for coaching teachers, making decisions, and improving instruction (Berends 2015; Camphuijsen, Møller, and Skedsmo 2020). In this way, even private schools not
required to institute test-based accountability are pressured to participate
(Nunes, Reis, and Seabra 2015). While these pressures can be forcefully
exerted by these extra-organizational factors (e.g., district regulation and country ranking), internal school actors can also imagine this being exerted on them
by a more abstract “public” pressure.
Thus, different institutional pressures may contribute to variations in the
pervasiveness of accountability in schools, such that it becomes more critical in
schools that experience greater pressures—whether those on top that are pressured to remain on top or those at bottom that need to improve and show legitimacy. In this way too, accountability is seen as an essential, familiar, and
seemingly indispensable part of education.
Performativity
As accountability is framed as a natural part and extension of the educational project, the general public subscribes to the belief in its rational use and
legitimizing function, with around three quarters of the American public in
2019 supporting standardized testing for third to eighth graders (Education
Next 2019). On the one hand, the ability to have this “objective” measure of
organizational performance is understood as promising scientiﬁcally informed
policies and governance structures, that are argued to inevitably lead to progress (Williamson and Piattoeva 2019). On the other hand, even unfavorable
data and information hold the potential of inﬂuencing schools to take action,
allocating resources to where they are needed, and altering discourses on school
improvement (Neal 2018). Whether to legitimize the current practices or to
improve suboptimal processes, school accountability is seen as effecting change
in some way. Of course, as I will show later, this public perception is contested, negotiated, and at times, changed.
This suggests that school accountability has a performative dimension as it
signals that some institutional controls are set in place to ensure quality in
schools. Such public performing aspect of school accountability can be seen in
media headlines of state proﬁciency or achievement scores (Baroutsis 2016),
school report cards that detail aggregate student achievement records (Jacobsen,
Snyder, and Saultz 2014), school closures and threats of school closure that
highlight the state’s education oversight (Bifulco and Schwegman 2020), and
teacher evaluations and the threat of dismissal that provide a rhetoric of instructional quality (Erichsen and Reynolds 2020; Ingersoll and Collins 2017). These

1475682x, 0, Downloaded from https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/soin.12485 by Cochrane Philippines, Wiley Online Library on [05/12/2022]. See the Terms and Conditions (https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/terms-and-conditions) on Wiley Online Library for rules of use; OA articles are governed by the applicable Creative Commons License

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

JOSE EOS TRINIDAD

varying ways of using data works not only to improve intra-organizational processes but also to perform for extra-organizational agents.
In this regard, the performative dimension can be recognized as having a
rhetorical function of convincing audiences—both within and outside the organization—of the legitimacy of the institution, its enterprise, and its decisions
(Carruthers and Espeland 1991; Wilson 2011). Such performance of school
accountability shows the organization’s effort toward increased efﬁciency,
effectiveness, equity, and transparency (Verger and Parcerisa 2018). Its publicfacing character is a face-saving character. But such performativity may also
backﬁre if the poor performance of schools lead external actors to withdraw
support of the institution (Jacobsen and Snyder 2014).
To be fair and in many cases, accountability is not wholly, solely, and primarily used for its performativity—particularly as educational organizations use
their data to increase focus on the core technical work of teaching (Means,
Padilla, and Gallagher 2010; Rowan 2006; Spillane and Parise 2011). Notwithstanding this, however, to deny or ignore the performative value of accountability practices will lead to having only a partial picture. In sum, this discussion
highlights how people make meaning of a policy like school accountability,
seeing it as rational on the one hand yet also performative on the other. A sociological contribution to policymaking is to clarify what these latent meanings
are and what values they espouse, to create nuanced policies.
Social Ecological Conditions for Accountability
While the previous sections highlight organizational and institutional perspectives that look into school accountability as a response to both technical
work within the organization and institutional forces from agencies that interact
and govern the organization, this section takes an even broader perspective by
presenting how distal macrosocial factors contribute to such practice. This section summarizes political, economic, technological, and social dimensions that
impact the transnational practice of school accountability. In the same vein as
Rowan (2006) who extended institutional theory on education to include big
politics and big business, this section furthers the project by including technology, social justice, and public health as ecological conditions with potentials
for dynamically resisting and negotiating accountability. In this way, these
practices are “metabolized” in the macrosocial environment, that is, they are
changed by actions outside the organization.
New Public Management, Politics, and Resistance
As a strategy, school accountability must be seen not as an isolated reform
in education but as part of a larger movement towards new public management
(NPM) or neoliberalism, which placed greater emphasis on public services

1475682x, 0, Downloaded from https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/soin.12485 by Cochrane Philippines, Wiley Online Library on [05/12/2022]. See the Terms and Conditions (https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/terms-and-conditions) on Wiley Online Library for rules of use; OA articles are governed by the applicable Creative Commons License

10

11

being managed like the private sector with its focus on smaller management
units, measurable outcomes, and “customer”-orientation (Ambrosio 2013; Gunter, Grimaldi and Hall 2016; Hopmann 2008). While originally proposed by
conservative and right-wing sectors to make public services more efﬁcient, it
has since been accepted as a valid reform approach by a broader range of political ideologies (Verger and Parcerisa 2018). In the United States, for example,
the 2001 NCLB was supported by both Republicans and Democrats, who set
aside differing beliefs on state and local controls to endorse a stronger federal
oversight in education (Wong 2013). In Norway, widely supported neoliberal
reforms came through school decentralization, performance measurement, and
stronger state supervision—all accelerated by the country’s dismal performance
in PISA (Møller and Skedsmo 2013). Even in developing countries, NPM
through accountability measures and market-driven reforms is touted as a helpful salve to address educational problems (Mbiti 2016). While political opinions
diverge on how to best practice accountability, few political actors have provided strong opposition to some form of it (Lewis and Young 2013).
Thus, the battleground is not so much whether to have accountability but in
what form this takes. Far from the neatness assumed with the technicalrationality of measuring performance in NPM, the arena of school accountability
is a contested space with various levels of government regulation and control
interacting with local agencies, professional associations, and public advocacies
(Cochran-Smith, Piazza, and Power 2013). It involves tensions not only in the
macro-politics of creating a state policy on test-based accountability but also in
the micro-politics at the school and district levels that have to implement this
and meet resistance from teachers and teacher organizations (Pinto 2016; Terhart
2013). Such resistance and negotiation also present the dynamic aspect of school
accountability where public feedback can inﬂuence change and adjustments in
this almost well-entrenched practice in schools (McDonnell 2013).
While school accountability is highly political, such dimension is often
invisible and concealed through its technical-rational focus, which on the surface has important advantages in terms of promoting networked governance,
freedom from bureaucracy, and a focus on results (Ozga 2020). Nonetheless,
such naturalization of the practice and seeming objectivity in the measure mask
the power relations between state and local control, and between institutional
force and instructional autonomy. Such concealment of the political also happens when discourses focus on the seeming lack of credible and realistic alternatives to hold schools accountable, such that the current practice remains with
only minor adjustments (Mintrop and Sunderman 2009). Taken together, these
suggest how larger policy movements, political consensus and dissensus, and
their consequent invisibility all contribute to how school accountability is practiced in context.
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Economic Discourses, Pressures, and Interests
Underlying the sense of urgency and importance in holding schools
accountable are a set of discourses about education’s function in society. In a
global “schooled society,” education has become a primary institution with crucial consequences for individual development and social progress (Baker 2014).
Economists have long emphasized how individual growth in earnings and
national growth rates in GDP are signiﬁcantly predicted by the population’s
human capital, which depend on cognitive skills and are proxied by years of
schooling and achievement scores (Becker 1964; Hanushek 2019; Lucas 2015).
Much of the discourse too revolves around issues of global economic competitiveness, and the growing inequalities between rich and poor nations, and rich
and poor individuals (Lauder, Brown and Dillabough 2006). Given these discourses about the need to address issues of competitiveness and inequalities,
greater weight is placed on schools and the improvement that reforms can do
to advance cognitive skills and human capital.
While there exists an economic motivation to improve schools, an economic “solution” is also devised with the promotion of high-stakes testing,
school accountability, and competitive markets like that of charter schools and
voucher programs. Situated within neoliberal logics, these reforms are understood as necessary in a globalized economy, holding the promise of increasing
academic achievement and closing achievement gaps (Hursh 2007). It assumes,
similar to the ﬁrst section of this essay, the advantages of rational-technical
reforms that emphasize evidence-based decision-making, high-stakes testing,
teacher evaluation, and sanctions/incentives (Cochran-Smith and Piazza 2013;
Hanushek 2019). More importantly, these practices that try to ensure effectiveness are also aimed at increasing equity through quality instruction (Harris
2012). What is highlighted then is that the intra-organizational practice of
accountability cannot be divorced from wider societal discourses on economic
competitiveness, efﬁciency, and equity.
Inasmuch as the economic motivations and technical-rational solutions
offer an important backdrop and driver for such accountability practices, it is
not without opponents. For example, Sahlberg (2006) argues that the standardization of learning and teaching runs contrary to the expectation of enhanced
economic competitiveness that emphasizes innovation, integration, and interaction. Similarly, accountability’s promise of equity may be minimized by the
narrow focus on tested subjects and the withdrawal of resources from schools
that need them most (Harris 2012). While an economic vocabulary is used to
both motivate reform and solve education problems, it may not be as effective,
given these criticisms.
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Aside from the discourses and pressures that an economic perspective provides, there too are material and ﬁnancial interests in the continuance of school
accountability. In many societies, instructional activities in K-12 schools
depend on the use of texts and tests obtained outside of schools (Rowan
2006). A whole testing industry is created, inclusive of standardized test producers, testing preparation agencies, and analytic testing devices (Verger and
Parcerisa 2018; Williamson 2016). For example, Toch and Tyre (2010) estimate that test development ﬁrms form 20 percent of an almost $1 billion state
accountability market in the United States. Moreover, similar organizations also
sell education improvement services and platforms to countries, local governments, and individual schools (Hogan et al. 2016). Thus, vested economic
interests increase the stakes for the continuance of standardized testing and
accountability (Carnoy 2016).
Technological and Methodological Advances
Inasmuch as political and economic pressures advance the rationale for
school accountability, such practices would not be accessible if not for technological and methodological advances in testing, evaluation, and analysis. In
terms of testing, at least three factors have facilitated the greater use of standardized tests for school accountability: (a) methodological and technological
advances in psychometrics, (b) digitalization of tests that make them easier to
scale up, and (c) the greater sophistication, precision, and affordability of test
systems that help schools and school systems adopt such tools (Verger and Parcerisa 2018). While data in schools have existed since the mid-nineteeth century in the form of budget records and results of oral and written examinations
(Lawn 2013; Wiliam 2010), they have since been ubiquitous given increased
test score reliability and precision, and the advances in item response theory,
digital modes of assessments, and linking of longitudinal data (Embretson and
Reise 2013; Phelps 2009; Toch and Tyre 2010).
Aside from testing, the use for evaluation has also widely been practiced
through “value-added models” that compute a teacher’s unique contribution in
promoting student achievement gains while controlling for students’ background and prior ability (Konstantopoulos 2014). Researchers have shown that
teachers evaluated as providing high value-added contributed to students who
were more likely to attend college and earn higher salaries, thus providing credence to such means of evaluating (Chetty, Friedman, and Rockoff 2014).
However, other researchers caution against this use of test results for evaluation
as many other factors beyond the teacher affect the students’ learning and
achievement gains (Darling-Hammond, Amrein-Beardsley and Haertel 2012).
Such innovation, nonetheless, has important repercussions on the potential to
use test scores not only for holding schools accountable but teachers as well.
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In a way, these enhanced technological capacities have expanded the types
of analyses that can be done and the speed with which interventions can be
made (Agasisti and Bowers 2017; Lawn 2013). Going beyond data for school
accountability, data visualization tools provide big-picture knowledge about
education systems while learning analytics platforms help track and predict student performance (Williamson 2016). These different facets of technological
advances in assessment, evaluation, and analysis all contribute to accelerating
and normalizing the use of standardized tests for global school accountability
regimes.
Changing Social Pressures, Resistance, and Pandemics
From the foregoing discussions, it may seem that school accountability
has and will continue unabated, but societal transformations and shifts are also
changing these dynamics. Seemingly linear and hegemonic relationships
between international organizations and national policies (and national education systems and local schools) are better seen as entanglements that have
reciprocal directionalities and global/national/local imbrications (Grek 2020).
Movements, negotiations, and resistances happen at different levels, and external societal shocks—like a global pandemic—also contribute to new policy
directions.
Showing change and resistance, former US Assistant Secretary of Education Diane Ravitch (2016:18) has since become a strong critic of school
accountability—highlighting how the once laudable effort to improve education
has turned into an “accounting strategy” that simply measured schools then
rewarded or punished them. She was at odds with its production of fear and
obedience among teachers, all while no theory of instruction belie it. Many
other researchers also point to limitations in high-stakes testing in the United
States and in other parts of the world: limitations that include the misuse of
data for reductionist purposes, the narrowing of outcomes to those measured
through tests, and the strategic gaming for perverse incentives (Figlio and Getzler 2006; Lingard and Steven 2016; Pinto 2016).
Such dissatisfaction and resistance do not just come from policymakers
and researchers as teachers, parents, and students are also rising against standardized testing. Early grassroots opposition to NCLB were present in Parents
United for Responsible Education in Illinois and the Massachusetts Coalition
for Authentic Reform in Education (Hursh 2005). In 2011, the Save our
Schools March brought thousands of people to Washington DC to protest the
“testing mania,” which led to the formation of United Opt Out that in 2013 led
to grassroots anti-testing movement with events in Seattle, Denver, Chicago,
New York, and other places in the country (Neill 2016). In New York, for
example, parents of both political persuasions participated, with Democrats

1475682x, 0, Downloaded from https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/soin.12485 by Cochrane Philippines, Wiley Online Library on [05/12/2022]. See the Terms and Conditions (https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/terms-and-conditions) on Wiley Online Library for rules of use; OA articles are governed by the applicable Creative Commons License

14

15

noting accountability has reduced schooling quality, limited teacher evaluation
to tests, and opened opportunities for edu-business to proﬁt from schools, and
Republicans being at odds with federal incursion into the domain of local communities and politics (Lingard 2021). In 2015, New York Governor Andrew
Cuomo established a commission to investigate testing, which led to a 4-year
moratorium on using test scores to evaluate teachers (Neill 2016). These are
only some ways that social pressures are changing how to hold schools
accountable, and these, Lingard (2021) argues, cannot be divorced from the
social background of anti-globalization, ethno-nationalism, and anti-big state.
Another societal context that may ultimately change the trajectory of testbased school accountability is the COVID-19 pandemic. While advocates
emphasize the need for information about students that can hopefully guide
classroom instruction—particularly for marginalized and disadvantaged students
—others are wary about how these data may be used and can potentially further exacerbate inequities (National Academy of Education 2021). Spurrier,
Aldeman and Schiess (2020) argue for the need to track student performance to
know the extent of learning loss and the students most disadvantaged, while
the National Academy of Education (2021) argue that such summative assessments cannot accurately be used to rate schools, much less hold these schools
accountable. In 2020, the federal law that mandated testing for at least 95 percent of students had been waived together with other testing provisions (Spurrier et al. 2020), which may be a sign of potential changes to come for a more
holistic judgment of schools or may simply be a bump in the regime of school
accountability (Gottlieb and Schneider 2020).
Accountability Beyond the School
While school accountability practices have consequences for student learning, staff behavior, and organizational decisions, the consequences also go far
beyond the school in the same way that macrosocial processes are inﬂuential to
it. The processes in schools have consequences for social stratiﬁcation and the
societal discourses on education, work, and the state. Here, I brieﬂy note some
ways that accountability can inﬂuence larger social issues.
An open debate is whether standardized testing and school accountability
can help reduce social stratiﬁcation or further exacerbate it. On the one hand, the
use of accountability measures may provide greater focus on instruction, more
resources for schools, and better opportunities to learn for students (Grodsky,
Warren, and Felts 2008). If accountability does inﬂuence increased learning, the
positive consequences can also extend to individuals’ economic trajectories and
society’s progress (Deming et al. 2016; Hanushek 2019). On the other hand,
researchers have also documented accountability’s reproduction of inequality,
particularly as low-performing probation schools narrowly focus on policy
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demands for students who are tested in the subjects they are tested in (Diamond
and Spillane 2004) and incentives may be problematically set in a way for students farthest away from passing to be most disadvantaged (Neal and Schanzenbach 2010). Moreover, the demoralization, and in some cases, closure of
“failing” schools has adverse effects on low-performing, low-income, and minority students—thus exacerbating the social divide (Bifulco and Schwegman 2020;
Kirshner, Gaertner, and Pozzoboni 2010). Despite these, however, advocates
question what other alternatives there are to enforce accountability.
Societal discourses on education, work, and the state may also change as a
function of the accountability practices instituted. After all, to institute school
accountability suggests different discourses: First is a discourse on education as
a rational and measurable enterprise that highlights standardization and academic outcomes—in some ways sidelining social, emotional, technical, and
vocational skills that are arguably equally important (Gunzenhauser and Hyde
2007). Second is a potential discourse on the failing work of schools and teachers that needs to be externally managed and held to account (Tuinamuana
2011), which may contribute to negative perceptions regarding the work and
profession of teaching. In a study of 50 countries, high-achieving students in
countries with test-based accountability policies were less likely to expect to
work as teachers, suggestive of the greater hurdle to attract top talent to the
teaching profession (Han 2018). Third is a transformed discourse on the
amount of state control over local institutions and professions, such as schools
and teachers (Ingersoll and Collins 2017; Kim and Yun 2019), highlighting the
increased incursion of state oversight and the naturalization of this practice. A
fourth discourse can revolve around placing the blame of inequality on schools
rather than larger structural forces (Diamond and Spillane 2004). Thus, new
lines of future research on accountability can further investigate how accountability has consequences beyond students and schools, making it an important
object of study for inequality, stratiﬁcation, and social change.
Conclusion
As this essay highlights, the dynamics of change and stability of school
accountability can be best understood through organizational and ecological
factors. Accountability has multiple purposes, carry multiple meanings, and
operate across multiple scales of organizational, political, and economic actors.
Moreover, the form and extent of accountability are transacted outcomes not
just of the dynamics within the school ecosystem but also as negotiated with
actors and factors outside the school. Similarly, while other researchers concentrate on the changes accountability policies bring schools and students, a sociological account is attentive as well to the larger social changes brought forth by
policies.
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Four important insights emerge from a sociological reading of the school
accountability literature. First, while school accountability’s manifest function
is to measure performance to initiate improvement, it cannot be separated from
its latent functions such as its performativity to address institutional pressures.
Second, accountability implicates a multiplicity of individual and institutional
actors acting and reacting, resisting and negotiating—and thus, research must
be attentive to the different levels and domains of accountability from distal
policymakers to on-the-ground educators. Third, while school accountability is
often studied as a single policy, the reality is that dynamic transformations and
negotiations happen in how accountability is transacted, used, and implemented. Lastly, this practice can only be fully grasped when incorporating the
political, economic, and social ecology that sustains the practice, and to which
the practice has a metabolic relationship with. Thus, to study schools and
accountability practices includes studying what happens outside the organization of schools.
While empirical policy research has focused on school accountability’s
positive and negative consequences, this review suggests many other pathways for future studies. One direction is to study alternative forms and permutations of school accountability, and how stakeholders make sense of
these alternatives. For example, the rise of “test-optional” policies can provide a starting point for understanding people’s meaning-making of such
practice (Furuta 2017). Another place sociologists can contribute is through
understanding the discursive shifts on such policies. Using computational
methods such as natural language processing, one can study how the public
acceptance or teacher resistance of accountability have shifted through the
years. While quantitative studies focus on the accountability policy as an
exogenous factor, future studies may also look into societal changes (e.g.,
COVID-19 pandemic) as organizational shocks that impact accountability
regimes and student learning. Finally, future studies must also show how the
practice itself—or the lack of it—is changing society through social stratiﬁcation and societal discourses.
This perspective of school accountability as multivalent, multiscalar,
dynamic, and ecologically metabolic provides policy scholars in general, and
education researchers in particular, a means of viewing and interrogating other
policies with a fresh set of eyes. The contribution of sociology as a discipline
to policy studies is its viewing larger macrosocial changes and attending to
microsocial interactions, resistances, and negotiations. An important place to
start for a more holistic understanding of policy is through incorporating organizational and ecological questions to policy discussions. This essay presents a
project and an invitation to uncovering new methods and epistemologies for
understanding policies with a far wider breadth. While policies must still be
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analyzed for their effectiveness, efﬁciency, and equity, they must also be understood in terms of their various functions, multiple levels of intervention, negotiated transformations, and wider ecological inﬂuences and repercussions.

ENDNOTES
*Please direct correspondence to Jose Eos Trinidad, 5551 S Kimbark Ave, Room 1, Chicago,
IL 60615. e-mail: jtrinidad@uchicago.edu
The author would like to thank the editors and anonymous reviewers of the manuscript as
well as Stephen Raudenbush, Guanglei Hong, Lis Clemens, Jared Schachner, James Spillane, Cynthia Coburn, Anjali Adukia, Tim Hallett, John Easton, Marco Garrido, Neil Brenner, Eman Abdelhadi, Meg Bates, Ron Burt, Anna Mueller, Alex Koenig, Amy Liang, Arvind Ilamaran, Johan
Rocha, Sarah Cashdollar, Bronwyn Nichols Lodato, Mengyuan Liang, and Marcus Foo. Of course,
all remaining errors are the author’s alone.
The author declares no conﬂict of interest.

REFERENCES
Agasisti, Tommaso and Alex J. Bowers. 2017. “Data Analytics and Decision Making in Education:
Towards the Educational Data Scientist as a Key Actor in Schools and Higher Education
Institutions.” Pp. 184–210. Handbook of Contemporary Education Economics.
Ambrosio, John. 2013. “Changing the Subject: Neoliberalism and Accountability in Public
Education.” Educational Studies 49(4):316–33. https://doi.org/10.1080/00131946.2013.783835
Amrein, Audrey L. and David C. Berliner. 2002. “High-Stakes Testing, Uncertainty, and Student
Learning.” Education Policy Analysis Archives 10(18):1–74. https://doi.org/10.14507/epaa.
v10n18.2002
Arum, Richard. 2000. “Schools and Communities: Ecological and Institutional Dimensions.”
Annual Review of Sociology 26(1):395–418. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.26.1.395
Baker, David. 2014. The Schooled Society: The Educational Transformation of Global Culture.
Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.
Baroutsis, Aspa. 2016. “Media Accounts of School Performance: Reinforcing Dominant Practices
of Accountability.” Journal of Education Policy 31(5):567–82. https://doi.org/10.1080/
02680939.2016.1145253
Becker, Gary S. 1964. Human Capital: A Theoretical and Empirical Analysis, With Special
Reference to Education. Chicago and London: University of Chicago Press.
Berends, Mark. 2015. “Sociology and School Choice: What We Know After Two Decades of
Charter Schools.” Annual Review of Sociology 41(1):159–80. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurevsoc-073014-112340
Bifulco, Robert and David J. Schwegman. 2020. “Who Beneﬁts From Accountability-Driven
School Closure? Evidence From New York City.” Journal of Policy Analysis and
Management 39(1):96–130. https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.22140
Bjork, Christopher. 2016. High-Stakes Schooling: What We Can Learn from Japan’s Experiences
With Testing, Accountability, and Education Reform. Chicago and London: University of
Chicago Press.

1475682x, 0, Downloaded from https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/soin.12485 by Cochrane Philippines, Wiley Online Library on [05/12/2022]. See the Terms and Conditions (https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/terms-and-conditions) on Wiley Online Library for rules of use; OA articles are governed by the applicable Creative Commons License

18

19

Black, Derek W. 2017. “Abandoning the Federal Role in Education: The Every Student Succeeds
Act.” California Law Review 105(5):1309–74.
Bovens, Mark, Robert E. Goodin and Thomas Schillemans. 2014. The Oxford Handbook of Public
Accountability. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.
Campbell, Donald T. 1979. “Assessing the Impact of Planned Social Change.” Evaluation and
Program Planning 2(1):67–90. https://doi.org/10.1016/0149-7189(79)90048-X
Camphuijsen, Marjolein K., Jorunn Møller and Guri Skedsmo. 2020. “Test-Based Accountability in
the Norwegian Context: Exploring Drivers, Expectations and Strategies.” Journal of
Education Policy 36(5):624–42. https://doi.org/10.1080/02680939.2020.1739337
Carnoy, Martin. 2016. “Educational Policies in the Face of Globalization.” Pp. 27–42 in The
Handbook of Global Education Policy. New York, NY: John Wiley & Sons Ltd.
Carnoy, Martin and Susanna Loeb. 2002. “Does External Accountability Affect Student Outcomes?
A Cross-State Analysis.” Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis 24(4):305–31. https://
doi.org/10.3102/01623737024004305
Carruthers, Bruce G. and Wendy Nelson Espeland. 1991. “Accounting for Rationality: DoubleEntry Bookkeeping and the Rhetoric of Economic Rationality.” American Journal of
Sociology 97(1):31–69. https://doi.org/10.1086/229739
Chetty, Raj, John N. Friedman and Jonah E. Rockoff. 2014. “Measuring the Impacts of Teachers
II: Teacher Value-Added and Student Outcomes in Adulthood.” American Economic Review
104(9):2633–79. https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.104.9.2633
Chiang, Hanley. 2009. “How Accountability Pressure on Failing Schools Affects Student
Achievement.” Journal of Public Economics 93(9):1045–57. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.
2009.06.002
Coburn, Cynthia E. and Erica O. Turner. 2011. “Research on Data Use: A Framework and
Analysis.” Measurement: Interdisciplinary Research & Perspective 9(4):173–206. https://doi.
org/10.1080/15366367.2011.626729
Coburn, Cynthia E. and Erica O. Turner. 2012. “The Practice of Data Use: An Introduction.”
American Journal of Education 118(2):99–111. https://doi.org/10.1086/663272
Cochran-Smith, Marilyn, Peter Piazza and Christine Power. 2013. “The Politics of Accountability:
Assessing Teacher Education in the United States.” The Educational Forum 77(1):6–27.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131725.2013.739015
Coleman, James S. 1966. Equality of Educational Opportunity. Washington, DC: U.S. Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare, Ofﬁce of Education.
Colyvas, Jeannette A. 2012. “Performance Metrics as Formal Structures and Through the Lens of
Social Mechanisms: When Do They Work and How Do They Inﬂuence?” American Journal
of Education 118(2):167–97. https://doi.org/10.1086/663270
Darling-Hammond, Linda, Audrey Amrein-Beardsley, Edward Haertel and Jesse Rothstein. 2012.
“Evaluating Teacher Evaluation.” Phi Delta Kappan 93(6):8–15. https://doi.org/10.1177/
003172171209300603
Dee, Thomas S. and Brian Jacob. 2011. “The Impact of No Child Left Behind on Student
Achievement.” Journal of Policy Analysis and Management 30(3):418–46. https://doi.org/10.
1002/pam.20586
Deming, David J., Sarah Cohodes, Jennifer Jennings and Christopher Jencks. 2016. “School
Accountability, Postsecondary Attainment, and Earnings.” The Review of Economics and
Statistics 98(5):848–62. https://doi.org/10.1162/REST_a_00598
Dennis, Danielle V. 2017. “Learning From the Past: What ESSA Has the Chance to Get Right.”
The Reading Teacher 70(4):395–400. https://doi.org/10.1002/trtr.1538

1475682x, 0, Downloaded from https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/soin.12485 by Cochrane Philippines, Wiley Online Library on [05/12/2022]. See the Terms and Conditions (https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/terms-and-conditions) on Wiley Online Library for rules of use; OA articles are governed by the applicable Creative Commons License

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

JOSE EOS TRINIDAD

Diamond, John B. 2012. “Accountability Policy, School Organization, and Classroom Practice:
Partial Recoupling and Educational Opportunity.” Education and Urban Society 44(2):151–82.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013124511431569
Diamond, John B. and James P. Spillane. 2004. “High-Stakes Accountability in Urban Elementary
Schools: Challenging or Reproducing Inequality.” The Teachers College Record 1145–76.
Diaz, Rios and Claudia, Milena. 2020. “The Role of Policy Legacies in the Alternative Trajectories
of Test-Based Accountability.” Comparative Education Review 64(4):619–41. https://doi.org/
10.1086/710767
DiMaggio, Paul J. and Walter W. Powell. 1983. “The Iron Cage Revisited: Institutional
Isomorphism and Collective Rationality in Organizational Fields.” American Sociological
Review 48(2):147–60. https://doi.org/10.2307/2095101
Education Next. 2019. “2019 EdNext Poll Interactive.” Education Next. Retrieved December 15,
2021 <https://www.educationnext.org/2019-ednext-poll-interactive/>.
Embretson, Susan E. and Steven P. Reise. 2013. Item Response Theory. New York, NY: Taylor &
Francis.
von der Embse, Nathaniel P., Laura L. Pendergast, Natasha Segool, Elina Saeki and Shannon Ryan.
2016. “The Inﬂuence of Test-Based Accountability Policies on School Climate and Teacher
Stress Across Four States.” Teaching and Teacher Education 59:492–502. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.tate.2016.07.013
Erichsen, Kristen and John Reynolds. 2020. “Public School Accountability, Workplace Culture, and
Teacher Morale.” Social Science Research 85, 102347. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.
2019.102347
Espeland, Wendy Nelson and Michael Sauder. 2007. “Rankings and Reactivity: How Public
Measures Recreate Social Worlds.” American Journal of Sociology 113(1):1–40. https://doi.
org/10.1086/517897
Espeland, Wendy Nelson and Michael Sauder. 2016. Engines of Anxiety: Academic Rankings,
Reputation, and Accountability. New York, NY: Russell Sage Foundation.
Espeland, Wendy Nelson and Mitchell L. Stevens. 1998. “Commensuration as a Social Process.”
Annual Review of Sociology 24(1):313–43. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.24.1.313
Ewell, Peter T. 2011. “Accountability and Institutional Effectiveness in the Community College.”
New Directions for Community Colleges 2011(153):23–36. https://doi.org/10.1002/cc.434
Figlio, David and Lawrence S. Getzler. 2006. “Accountability, Ability and Disability: Gaming the
System?” Pp. 35–49 in Improving School Accountability. Vol. 14, Advances in Applied
Microeconomics, edited by T. J. Gronberg and D. W. Jansen. Bingley, UK: Emerald Group
Publishing Limited.
Figlio, David N. and Susanna Loeb. 2011. “Chapter 8 - School Accountability.” Pp. 383–421 in
Handbook of the Economics of Education. Vol. 3, edited by E. A. Hanushek, S. Machin and
L. Woessmann. Amsterdam: Elsevier.
Furuta, Jared. 2017. “Rationalization and Student/School Personhood in U.S. College Admissions:
The Rise of Test-Optional Policies, 1987 to 2015.” Sociology of Education 90(3):236–54.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0038040717713583
Goren, Paul. 2012. “Data, Data, and More Data—What’s an Educator to Do?” American Journal of
Education 118(2):233–7. https://doi.org/10.1086/663273
Gottlieb, Derek and Jack Schneider. 2020. “Educational Accountability Is out of Step — Now
More Than Ever.” Phi Delta Kappan 102(1):24–5. https://doi.org/10.1177/0031721720956842
Grek, Sotiria. 2020. “Facing ‘a Tipping Point’? The Role of the OECD as a Boundary Organisation
in Governing Education in Sweden.” Education Inquiry 11(3):175–95. https://doi.org/10.1080/
20004508.2019.1701838

1475682x, 0, Downloaded from https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/soin.12485 by Cochrane Philippines, Wiley Online Library on [05/12/2022]. See the Terms and Conditions (https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/terms-and-conditions) on Wiley Online Library for rules of use; OA articles are governed by the applicable Creative Commons License

20

21

Grek, Sotiria, Martin Lawn, Jenny Ozga and Christina Segerholm. 2013. “Governing by Inspection?
European Inspectorates and the Creation of a European Education Policy Space.”
Comparative Education 49(4):486–502. https://doi.org/10.1080/03050068.2013.787697
Grodsky, Eric, John Robert Warren and Erika Felts. 2008. “Testing and Social Stratiﬁcation in
American Education.” Annual Review of Sociology 34(1):385–404. https://doi.org/10.1146/
annurev.soc.34.040507.134711
Gunter, Helen M., Emiliano Grimaldi, David Hall and Roberto Serpieri. 2016. New Public
Management and the Reform of Education: European Lessons for Policy and Practice.
London and New York: Routledge.
Gunzenhauser, Michael G. and Andrea M. Hyde. 2007. “What Is the Value of Public School
Accountability?” Educational Theory 57(4):489–507. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-5446.
2007.00270.x
Haertel, Edward H. and Joan l Herman. 2005. “A Historical Perspective on Validity Arguments for
Accountability Testing.” Pp. 1–34 in Uses and Misuses of Data for Educational
Accountability and Improvement: 104th Yearbook of the National Society for the Study of
Education. Vol. 104. Malden, MA: Blackwell.
Hallett, Tim. 2010. “The Myth Incarnate: Recoupling Processes, Turmoil, and Inhabited Institutions
in an Urban Elementary School.” American Sociological Review 75(1):52–74. https://doi.org/
10.1177/0003122409357044
Hamilton, Laura S., Brian M. Stecher and Kun Yuan. 2012. “Standards-Based Accountability in the
United States: Lessons Learned and Future Directions.” Education Inquiry 3(2):149–70.
https://doi.org/10.3402/edui.v3i2.22025
Han, Seong Won. 2018. “Who Expects to Become a Teacher? The Role of Educational
Accountability Policies in International Perspective.” Teaching and Teacher Education
75:141–52. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2018.06.012
Hanushek, Eric A. 2019. “Testing, Accountability, and the American Economy.” The Annals of the
American Academy of Political and Social Science 683(1):110–28. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0002716219841299
Harris, Donna M. 2012. “Postscript: Urban Schools, Accountability, and Equity: Insights Regarding
NCLB and Reform.” Education and Urban Society 44(2):203–10. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0013124511431571
Hibel, Jacob and Daphne M. Penn. 2020. “Bad Apples or Bad Orchards? An Organizational
Analysis of Educator Cheating on Standardized Accountability Tests.” Sociology of Education
93(4):331–52. https://doi.org/10.1177/0038040720927234
Hoffer, Thomas B. 2000. “Accountability in Education.” Pp. 529–43 in Handbook of the Sociology
of Education, Handbooks of Sociology and Social Research, edited by M. T. Hallinan.
Boston, MA: Springer US.
Hogan, Anna, Sam Sellar and Bob Lingard. 2016. “Corporate Social Responsibility and Neo-Social
Accountability in Education: The Case of Pearson Plc.” Pp. 107–124. in World Yearbook of
Education 2016, edited by A. Verger, C. Lubienski and G. Steiner-Khamsi London, UK:
Routledge.
Holloway, Jessica, Tore Bernt Sørensen and Antoni Verger. 2017. “Global Perspectives on HighStakes Teacher Accountability Policies: An Introduction.” Education Policy Analysis Archives
25:85. https://doi.org/10.14507/epaa.25.3325
Hooge, Edith. 2016. “Making Multiple School Accountability Work.” doi: https://doi.org/10.1787/
9789264255364-7-en
Hopmann, Stefan Thomas. 2008. “No Child, No School, No State Left behind: Schooling in the
Age of Accountability.” Journal of Curriculum Studies 40(4):417–56. https://doi.org/10.1080/
00220270801989818

1475682x, 0, Downloaded from https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/soin.12485 by Cochrane Philippines, Wiley Online Library on [05/12/2022]. See the Terms and Conditions (https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/terms-and-conditions) on Wiley Online Library for rules of use; OA articles are governed by the applicable Creative Commons License

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

JOSE EOS TRINIDAD

Hursh, David. 2005. “The Growth of High-Stakes Testing in the USA: Accountability, Markets and
the Decline in Educational Equality.” British Educational Research Journal 31(5):605–22.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01411920500240767
Hursh, David. 2007. “Assessing No Child Left Behind and the Rise of Neoliberal Education
Policies.” American Educational Research Journal 44(3):493–518. https://doi.org/10.3102/
0002831207306764
Ingersoll, Richard M. and Gregory J. Collins. 2017. “Accountability and Control in American
Schools.” Journal of Curriculum Studies 49(1):75–95. https://doi.org/10.1080/00220272.2016.
1205142
Jacob, Brian A. 2005. “Accountability, Incentives and Behavior: The Impact of High-Stakes
Testing in the Chicago Public Schools.” Journal of Public Economics 89(5):761–96. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2004.08.004
Jacob, Brian A. and Steven D. Levitt. 2003. “Rotten Apples: An Investigation of the Prevalence
and Predictors of Teacher Cheating.” The Quarterly Journal of Economics 118(3):843–77.
https://doi.org/10.1162/00335530360698441
Jacobsen, Rebecca, Jeffrey W. Snyder and Andrew Saultz. 2014. “Informing or Shaping Public
Opinion? The Inﬂuence of School Accountability Data Format on Public Perceptions of
School Quality.” American Journal of Education 121(1):1–27. https://doi.org/10.1086/678136
Kane, Thomas J. and Douglas O. Staiger. 2002. “The Promise and Pitfalls of Using Imprecise
School Accountability Measures.” Journal of Economic Perspectives 16(4):91–114. https://doi.
org/10.1257/089533002320950993
Kim, Taeyeon and John T. Yun. 2019. “Logics of Accountability: Cross-National Patterns in
School-Level Controls.” Education Policy Analysis Archives 27:119. https://doi.org/10.14507/
epaa.27.4597
Kirshner, Ben, Matthew Gaertner and Kristen Pozzoboni. 2010. “Tracing Transitions: The Effect of
High School Closure on Displaced Students.” Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis 32
(3):407–29. https://doi.org/10.3102/0162373710376823
Konstantopoulos, Spyros. 2014. “Teacher Effects, Value-Added Models, and Accountability.”
Teachers College Record 116(1):1–21.
Lam, Jack Y. L. 2001. “Economic Rationalism and Education Reforms in Developed Countries.”
Journal
of
Educational
Administration
39(4):346–58.
https://doi.org/10.1108/
EUM0000000005495
Lamont, Michele. 2012. “Toward a Comparative Sociology of Valuation and Evaluation.” Annual
Review of Sociology 38(1):201–21. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-070308-120022
Lauder, Hugh, Phillip Brown, Jo-Anne Dillabough and A. H. Halsey (eds.). 2006. Education,
Globalization and Social Change. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Lavy, Victor. 2020. “Teachers’ Pay for Performance in the Long-Run: The Dynamic Pattern of
Treatment Effects on Students’ Educational and Labour Market Outcomes in Adulthood.” The
Review of Economic Studies 87(5):2322–55. https://doi.org/10.1093/restud/rdaa002
Lawn, Martin. 2013. The Rise of Data in Education Systems: Collection, Visualization and Use.
Oxford, UK: Symposium Books.
Lee, Jaekyung. 2008. “Is Test-Driven External Accountability Effective? Synthesizing the Evidence
From Cross-State Causal-Comparative and Correlational Studies.” Review of Educational
Research 78(3):608–44. https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654308324427
Lewis, Wayne D. and Tamara V. Young. 2013. “The Politics of Accountability: Teacher Education
Policy.” Educational Policy 27(2):190–216. https://doi.org/10.1177/0895904812472725
Lingard, Bob. 2021. “Enactments and Resistances to Globalizing Testing Regimes and
Performance-Based Accountability in the USA.” Pp. 279–293. in World Yearbook of

1475682x, 0, Downloaded from https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/soin.12485 by Cochrane Philippines, Wiley Online Library on [05/12/2022]. See the Terms and Conditions (https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/terms-and-conditions) on Wiley Online Library for rules of use; OA articles are governed by the applicable Creative Commons License

22

23

Education 2021: Accountability and Dataﬁcation in the Governance of Education, edited by
S. Grek, C. Maroy and A. Verger. London and New York: Routledge.
Lingard, Bob, Wayne Martino and Goli Rezai-Rashti. 2013. “Testing Regimes, Accountabilities and
Education Policy: Commensurate Global and National Developments.” Journal of Education
Policy 28(5):539–56. https://doi.org/10.1080/02680939.2013.820042
Lingard, Bob and Lewis Steven. 2016. “Globalization of the Anglo-American Approach to Topdown, Test-Based Educational Accountability.” Pp. 387–403. in Handbook of Human and
Social Conditions in Assessment, edited by G. Brown. New York, NY: Routledge.
Lucas Jr, Robert E.. 2015. “Human Capital and Growth.” American Economic Review 105(5):85–8.
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.p20151065
Martens, Kerstin and Dennis Niemann. 2013. “When Do Numbers Count? The Differential Impact
of the PISA Rating and Ranking on Education Policy in Germany and the US.” German
Politics 22(3):314–32. https://doi.org/10.1080/09644008.2013.794455
Mbiti, Isaac M. 2016. “The Need for Accountability in Education in Developing Countries.”
Journal of Economic Perspectives 30(3):109–32. https://doi.org/10.1257/jep.30.3.109
McDonnell, Lorraine M.. 2013. “Educational Accountability and Policy Feedback.” Educational
Policy 27(2):170–89. https://doi.org/10.1177/0895904812465119
Means, Barbara, Christine Padilla and Larry Gallagher. 2010. Use of Education Data at the Local
Level: From Accountability to Instructional Improvement. Jessup, MD: US Department of
Education.
Meece, Judith L., Eric M. Anderman and Lynley H. Anderman. 2005. “Classroom Goal Structure,
Student Motivation, and Academic Achievement.” Annual Review of Psychology 57:487–503.
Mehta, Jal. 2013. “How Paradigms Create Politics: The Transformation of American Educational
Policy, 1980–2001.” American Educational Research Journal 50(2):285–324. https://doi.org/
10.3102/0002831212471417
Merton, Robert K.. 1936. “The Unanticipated Consequences of Purposive Social Action.” American
Sociological Review 1(6):894–904. https://doi.org/10.2307/2084615
Meyer, John W. and David P. Baker. 1996. “Forming American Educational Policy With
International Data: Lessons From the Sociology of Education.” Sociology of Education
69:123–30. https://doi.org/10.2307/3108459
Meyer, John W. and Brian Rowan. 1977. “Institutionalized Organizations: Formal Structure as
Myth and Ceremony.” American Journal of Sociology 83(2):340–63. https://doi.org/10.1086/
226550
Mintrop, Heinrich and Gail L. Sunderman. 2009. “Predictable Failure of Federal Sanctions-Driven
Accountability for School Improvement—And Why We May Retain It Anyway.” Educational
Researcher 38(5):353–64. https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X09339055
Møller, Jorunn and Guri Skedsmo. 2013. “Modernising Education: New Public Management
Reform in the Norwegian Education System.” Journal of Educational Administration and
History 45(4):336–53. https://doi.org/10.1080/00220620.2013.822353

Munoz-Chereau, Bernardita, Alvaro
Gonzalez and Coby V. Meyers. 2020. “How Are the ‘Losers’
of the School Accountability System Constructed in Chile, the USA and England?” Compare:
A Journal of Comparative and International Education online ﬁrst, Pp. 1–20. https://doi.org/
10.1080/03057925.2020.1851593
National Academy of Education. 2021. Educational Assessments in the COVID-19 Era and
Beyond.Washington, DC: Author.
Neal, Derek A. 2018. Information, Incentives, and Education Policy. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press.

1475682x, 0, Downloaded from https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/soin.12485 by Cochrane Philippines, Wiley Online Library on [05/12/2022]. See the Terms and Conditions (https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/terms-and-conditions) on Wiley Online Library for rules of use; OA articles are governed by the applicable Creative Commons License

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

JOSE EOS TRINIDAD

Neal, Derek A. and Diane Whitmore Schanzenbach. 2010. “Left Behind by Design: Proﬁciency
Counts and Test-Based Accountability.” The Review of Economics and Statistics 92(2):263–
83. https://doi.org/10.1162/rest.2010.12318
Neill, Monty. 2016. “The Testing Resistance and Reform Movement.” Monthly Review 67(10):8–
28. https://doi.org/10.14452/MR-067-10-2016-03_2
Ng, Pak Tee. 2010. “The Evolution and Nature of School Accountability in the Singapore
Education System.” Educational Assessment, Evaluation and Accountability 22(4):275–92.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11092-010-9105-z
Nunes, Luis C., Ana Balc~ao Reis and Carmo Seabra. 2015. “The Publication of School Rankings:
A Step toward Increased Accountability?” Economics of Education Review 49:15–23. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.econedurev.2015.07.008
O’Day, Jennifer A.. 2002. “Complexity, Accountability, and School Improvement.” Harvard
Educational Review 72(3):293–329.
Ozga, Jenny. 2020. “The Politics of Accountability.” Journal of Educational Change 21(1):19–35.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10833-019-09354-2
Parcerisa, Lluıs and Alejandra Falabella. 2017. “The Consolidation of the Evaluative State through
Accountability Policies: Trajectory, Enactment and Tensions in the Chilean Education
System.” Education Policy Analysis Archives 25:89. https://doi.org/10.14507/epaa.25.3177
Penuel, William R., Derek C. Briggs, Kristen L. Davidson, Corinne Herlihy, David Sherer, Heather
C. Hill, Caitlin Farrell and Anna-Ruth Allen. 2017. “How School and District Leaders
Access, Perceive, and Use Research.” AERA Open 3(2):1–17. https://doi.org/10.1177/
2332858417705370
Penuel, William R. and Lorrie A. Shepard. 2016. “Assessment and Teaching.” Pp. 787–850 in
Handbook of Research on Teaching, edited by D. H. Gitomer and C. A. Bell. Washington,
DC: American Educational Research Association.
Phelps, Richard P. 2009. “Educational Achievement Testing: Critiques and Rebuttals.” Pp. 89–146
in Correcting Fallacies About Educational and Psychological Testing, edited by R. P. Phelps.
Washington, DC: American Psychological Association.
Pinto, Laura Elizabeth. 2016. “Tensions and Fissures: The Politics of Standardised Testing and
Accountability in Ontario, 1995–2015.” The Curriculum Journal 27(1):95–112. https://doi.org/
10.1080/09585176.2016.1140061
Rasmussen, Palle and Yihuan Zou. 2014. “The Development of Educational Accountability in
China and Denmark.” Education Policy Analysis Archives 22:121. https://doi.org/10.14507/
epaa.v22.1693
Raudenbush, Stephen W. 2008. “Advancing Educational Policy by Advancing Research on
Instruction.” American Educational Research Journal 45(1):206–30. https://doi.org/10.3102/
0002831207312905
Ravitch, Diane. 2016. The Death and Life of the Great American School System: How Testing and
Choice Are Undermining Education. New York, NY: Basic Books.
Rouse, Cecilia Elena, Jane Hannaway, Dan Goldhaber and David N. Figlio. 2013. “Feeling the
Florida Heat? How Low-Performing Schools Respond to Voucher and Accountability
Pressure.” American Economic Journal: Economic Policy 5(2):251–81. https://doi.org/10.
1257/pol.5.2.251
Rowan, Brian. 2006. “The New Institutionalism and the Study of Educational Organizations:
Changing Ideas for Changing Times.” Pp. 15–32. in The New Institutionalism in Education,
edited by H.-D. Meyer and B. Rowan. Albany, NY: State University of New York Press.
Ryan, Shannon V., Nathaniel P. von der Embse, Laura L. Pendergast, Elina Saeki, Natasha Segool
and Shelby Schwing. 2017. “Leaving the Teaching Profession: The Role of Teacher Stress

1475682x, 0, Downloaded from https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/soin.12485 by Cochrane Philippines, Wiley Online Library on [05/12/2022]. See the Terms and Conditions (https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/terms-and-conditions) on Wiley Online Library for rules of use; OA articles are governed by the applicable Creative Commons License

24

25

and Educational Accountability Policies on Turnover Intent.” Teaching and Teacher
Education 66:1–11. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2017.03.016
Sahlberg, Pasi. 2006. “Education Reform for Raising Economic Competitiveness.” Journal of
Educational Change 7(4):259–87. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10833-005-4884-6
Schanzenbach, Diane Whitmore, Lauren Bauer and Megan Mumford. 2016. Lessons for
Broadening School Accountability Under the Every Student Succeeds Act. Washington, DC:
Brookings, The Hamilton Project.
Schoen, La Tefy and Lance D. Fusarelli. 2008. “Innovation, NCLB, and the Fear Factor: The
Challenge of Leading 21st-Century Schools in an Era of Accountability.” Educational Policy
22(1):181–203. https://doi.org/10.1177/0895904807311291
Smeding, Annique, Celine Darnon, Carine Souchal, Marie-Christine Toczek-Capelle and Fabrizio
Butera. 2013. “Reducing the Socio-Economic Status Achievement Gap at University by
Promoting Mastery-Oriented Assessment” edited by J. Coyne. PLoS One 8(8):e71678. https://
doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0071678
Spillane, James P., Leigh Mesler Parise and Jennifer Zoltners Sherer. 2011. “Organizational
Routines as Coupling Mechanisms: Policy, School Administration, and the Technical Core.”
American Educational
Research
Journal 48(3):586–619.
https://doi.org/10.3102/
0002831210385102
Spurrier, Alex, Chad Aldeman, Jennifer O’ Neal Schiess and Andrew J. Rotherham. 2020.
Assessment and Accountability in the Wake of COVID-19. Making Next Year Count: Summer
2020 Accountability Series. Boston, MA: Bellwether Education Partners.
Taylor, Nick. 2009. “Standards-Based Accountability in South Africa.” School Effectiveness and
School Improvement 20(3):341–56. https://doi.org/10.1080/09243450902916704
Terhart, Ewald. 2013. “Teacher Resistance Against School Reform: Reﬂecting an Inconvenient
Truth.” School Leadership & Management 33(5):486–500. https://doi.org/10.1080/13632434.
2013.793494
Toch, Thomas and Peg Tyre. 2010. How Will the Common Core Initiative Impact the Testing
Industry?. Washington, DC: Thomas B. Fordham Institute.
Tuinamuana, Katarina. 2011. “Teacher Professional Standards, Accountability, and Ideology:
Alternative Discourses.” Australian Journal of Teacher Education 36(12):72–82. https://doi.
org/10.14221/ajte.2011v36n12.8
United States National Commission on Excellence in Education. 1983. A Nation at Risk: The
Imperative for Educational Reform. Washington, DC: The National Commission on
Excellence in Education.
Verger, Antoni and Marta Curran. 2014. “New Public Management as a Global Education Policy:
Its Adoption and Re-Contextualization in a Southern European Setting.” Critical Studies in
Education 55(3):253–71. https://doi.org/10.1080/17508487.2014.913531
Verger, Antoni, Clara Fontdevila and Lluıs Parcerisa. 2019. “Reforming Governance Through
Policy Instruments: How and to What Extent Standards, Tests and Accountability in
Education Spread Worldwide.” Discourse: Studies in the Cultural Politics of Education 40
(2):248–70. https://doi.org/10.1080/01596306.2019.1569882
Verger, Antoni and Lluıs Parcerisa. 2018. “Test-Based Accountability and the Rise of Regulatory
Governance in Education: A Review of Global Drivers.”
Wallenius, Tommi, Sara Juvonen, Petteri Hansen and Janne Varjo. 2018. “Schools, Accountability
and Transparency—Approaching the Nordic School Evaluation Practices Through Discursive
Institutionalism.” Nordic Journal of Studies in Educational Policy 4(3):133–43. https://doi.org/
10.1080/20020317.2018.1537432
Waring, Stephen P. 2016. Taylorism Transformed: Scientiﬁc Management Theory Since 1945.
Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina Press.

1475682x, 0, Downloaded from https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/soin.12485 by Cochrane Philippines, Wiley Online Library on [05/12/2022]. See the Terms and Conditions (https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/terms-and-conditions) on Wiley Online Library for rules of use; OA articles are governed by the applicable Creative Commons License

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

JOSE EOS TRINIDAD

Wiliam, Dylan. 2010. “Standardized Testing and School Accountability.” Educational Psychologist
45(2):107–22. https://doi.org/10.1080/00461521003703060
Williamson, Ben. 2016. “Digital Education Governance: Data Visualization, Predictive Analytics,
and ‘Real-Time’ Policy Instruments.” Journal of Education Policy 31(2):123–41. https://doi.
org/10.1080/02680939.2015.1035758
Williamson, Ben. 2017. Big Data in Education: The Digital Future of Learning, Policy and
Practice. Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE.
Williamson, Ben and Nelli Piattoeva. 2019. “Objectivity as Standardization in Data-Scientiﬁc
Education Policy, Technology and Governance.” Learning, Media and Technology 44(1):64–
76. https://doi.org/10.1080/17439884.2018.1556215
Wilson, Matthew W. 2011. “Data Matter(s): Legitimacy, Coding, and Qualiﬁcations-of-Life.”
Environment and Planning D: Society and Space 29(5):857–72. https://doi.org/10.1068/d7910
Wong, Kenneth K. 2013. “Politics and Governance: Evolving Systems of School Accountability.”
Educational Policy 27(2):410–21. https://doi.org/10.1177/0895904813479089
de Zwart, Frank. 2015. “Unintended but Not Unanticipated Consequences.” Theory and Society 44
(3):283–97. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11186-015-9247-6

1475682x, 0, Downloaded from https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/soin.12485 by Cochrane Philippines, Wiley Online Library on [05/12/2022]. See the Terms and Conditions (https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/terms-and-conditions) on Wiley Online Library for rules of use; OA articles are governed by the applicable Creative Commons License

26

